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Dr. R. Breen; Dean M.N.S. Swamy; Prof. W. 
Gilsdorf. 


Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:00 p.m. 


Dr. Daniel advised that he had been asked by Dr. O'Brien, who would be a 
bit late in arriving, to chair the meeting in the interim. 


Concerning the meeting itself, Dr. Daniel explained that this was the annual 
event at which the University continues its tradition of doing more with 
less, by adding a certain number of credits to its curriculum, which this 
year, according to his calculations, amounts to a net increase of 138 credits. 
He advised that procedurally he would ask Prof. Whitelaw, Chairman of 
UCCC, to make a short introductory statement about the changes in general, 
following which he would ask each Faculty to present its changes, to be 
followed in turn by any specific comments which Prof. Whitelaw might 
wish to make on behalf of UCCC. There would then be a general 
discussion on the particular Faculty's proposals, followed by a motion to 
approve, which would then be voted on. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes - 1983/84 


Commenting generally on the UCCC Report, (document US-82-8-D5), 
Prof. Whitelaw explained that it was designed to transmit the opinions of 
that body on the various Faculty proposals, to Senate, but also to serve as a 
single source informational document on curriculum changes for those 
individuals in the University who might find it useful at future stages. He 
advised that the format of the Report was slightly different this time around, 
in that a distinction has been made between "major" changes and "other" 
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changes. He also drew Senate's attention to the fact that there were 
curriculum changes still to come from Arts and Science. The feeling of 
UCCC was that the lateness in submission was justified in this case, it 
being recognized that because of the appraisal system, which the Faculty of 
Arts and Science has set up, such things would take longer than was 
normally the case. These additional curriculum changes would be presented 
at the October 29, 1982, meeting of Senate. 


Commerce and Administration 


Prof. R.O. Wills presented and explained the proposed restructuring of the 
electives in the Major in Industrial Relations programme, which had been 
approved by Senate last Spring. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY PROF. BRUNET, 
THAT THE PROPOSED RESTRUCTURING OF THEELECTIVES IN 
THE MAJOR IN INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS PROGRAMME, (PAGE 1, 
DOCUMENT US-82-8-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw pointed out that the three credit elective course, History 
C300, was not approved by the Arts and Science Faculty Council. This 
meant, in effect, that while the programme which was approved by Senate 
last May was for a 24 credit Major, as things now stand, it would be 
impossible for a student to complete the Major without taking 27 credits. He 
explained however, that the Sociology Department was planning to 
sub-divide two of the elective Sociology courses into three credit courses 
next year, which will respond adequately to the apparent anomaly with 
respect to the elective part of the programme, by the time students entering 
the programme next year reach the point at which they will be able to take 
those courses. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Prof. Wills presented the proposed curriculum changes in the programmes 
in Quantitative Methods, (document US-82-8-D5). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY PROF. BRUNET, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE QUANTITATIVE 
METHODS PROGRAMMES,(DOCUMENT US-82-8-D5), BE 
APPROVED FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN 1983/84. 


The discussion that followed centered on the proposal that an introductory 
computer course be required of all students entering QM programmes, 
particularly with respect to the computer courses which were identified for 
this purpose. 


It was stated that the suggested computer courses, and particularly 
Computer Science C211, were mainly programming courses in Fortran, 
which was not the computer language normally used in the business world 
and one had serious doubts about the usefulness of such a course for 
Commerce students. It was further argued that making this a compulsory 
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pre-requisite course would take away one of the elective slots in the already 
overloaded programmes in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
Le., students in the QM programmes would be left with very little room in 
which to take either a minor programme in Commerce or elective courses in 
other Faculties. 


With respect to the use of Computer Science C111 or other courses, as a 
pre-requisite, it was explained that the purpose of the requirement was to be 
as open as possible and to allow as much flexibility as possible for students 
coming into the programme. Many CEGEP students have had only a 
Fortran programming course, but have not had the QM-C221, which, it was 
noted, was not a Fortran programming course. Insofar as the computer 
course requirement was concerned, the whole point was that the entering 
student should have any kind of operating familiarity with any kind of 
computer, in order to eliminate the main hurdle facing the student, which 
was the initial fear of being able to handle the machine. If the student has 
been through any introductory computer course, that student has handled a 
machine and should be able to do the computer work required in the other 
courses. It was further explained that the objective was not so much that the 
students know intricately how to handle Fortran, but rather how to 
understand computers, and it was argued that the Fortran language was one 
of the best for doing that. 


In response to a concern expressed over the reduction in the number of 
electives which would be caused by the adoption of the proposal, it was 
explained that a large number of students who take the QM programmes 
realize that they must have some computer training and enter the 
programmes having already taken Fortran or the basic language taught in the 
existing introductory course; that the only other alternative would be to 
increase the QM programmes from 24 credits to 27 credits, which the 
Department did not prefer to do; that any hardship was minimized by the 
fact that the Department allows students who have already taken a Fortran 
course, to use that course as an exemption for QM-C221; that Comp. C211 
was extremely useful for QM students, because a great deal of the work, 
including simulation, numerical analysis, etc., involved the use of Fortran; 
and that the adoption of the proposal would not preclude the possibility of 
students doing a minor programme because in most programmes in 
Commerce, students had the option of exercising 15 elective credits, 
whereas the Minor programmes consisted of 12 credits. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 

Fine Arts 

Dean Emery, in presenting the proposed curriculum changes in the Faculty 
of Fine Arts, (document US-82-8-D2), concentrated his remarks on the 
changes to the Design programmes and explained the rationale for the 


proposed modifications in that area. 


Prof. Whitelaw drew Senate's attention to the Report from the Senate 
Committee on Academic Development, (document US-82-8-D6), which had 
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considered the proposed revisions to the Major in Design. He advised that 
the Committee discussed the proposal with the Dean and was satisfied that 
the redeployment of resources required to mount the new options was 
acceptable. The Committee was recommending that the proposed changes 
be approved for implementation in 1983/84. 


Prof. Whitelaw also drew Senate's attention to item C.1, page 6, of the 
UCCC Report, (document US-82-8-D5), concerning Art Education, which 
was a programme that was subject to certification by the Ministry of 
Education. The existing programme was a combination of an undergraduate 
and a diploma programme and the part that was of principle interest to the 
Ministry was the diploma programme. He advised that as negotiations 
proceed with the Ministry, it may be necessary to bring something back 
during the course of the year and although the normal practice was not to 
make subsequent changes to programmes once they have been approved, he 
asked Senate to be prepared to make an exception in this case, should later 
changes in this programme be required. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FRIEDLAND, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN 
FINE ARTS, (DOCUMENT US-82-8-D2), BE APPROVED FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION IN 1983/84, S' UBJECT TO THE COMMENTS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-82-8-D5). 


MOTION CARRIED 


Engineering and Computer Science 


Prof. Giguére presented and explained the proposed curriculum changes in 
Engineering and Computer Science, (document US-82-8-D3). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE PROPOSED UNDERGRADUATE 
CURRICULUM CHANGES IN ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER 
SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-82-8-D3), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO 
THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-82-8-DS5). 


In response to concerns raised over the proposed new admission profile for 
entry into the Minor in Computer Science, particularly with respect to its 
effect on prospective students in the Faculty of Arts and Science, it was 
explained that such students, if they have not already taken the required 
Mathematics courses at CEGEP, could take equivalent courses at Concordia 
and they would then be considered for admission to the Minor in Computer 
Science. It was further explained that Computer Science C211, which had 
no prerequisite, and Computer Science C251, were the primary service 
courses for students in other Faculties; that the policy of the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science was to keep these courses open; that the 
Faculty has always managed to mount enough sections of these two courses 
to meet the demand; and that these courses were for a large number of 
applications, adequate for developing computer literacy. 
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THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Arts and Science 


Dr. Singer, Chairman, Arts and Science Faculty Council, stated that the 
Steering Committee thought that it might be appropriate for him to mention 
to Senate that the Faculty has undertaken the undergraduate programme 
review process, which process has taken somewhat more time than what 
was initially envisaged, and that in all fairness to those areas which had 
made proposals for curriculum change, both major and minor, they had 
been informed last Spring that such proposals would not be considered until 
after the appraisal process had concluded. He explained that the appraisal 
process was not yet concluded, but the major aspects of it were finished at 
the Faculty Council last Friday. It was because of this that today's 
presentation on curriculum change proposals from Arts and Science was 
somewhat abbreviated. He apologized for that, but at the same time he 
expressed the feeling that the end result was probably worth the effort, since 
it was the Faculty's understanding that these were the first undergraduate 
evaluations that have been undertaken. Finally, he advised that the intention 
was to discuss how the procedures could be improved, at next Friday's 
Council meeting, so that this should not happen again. 


Prof. Drysdale, in presenting the curriculum change proposals in Arts and 
Science, (document US-82-8-D4) explained that the Departments 
represented in the document were those departments whose programmes 
were not appraised during the current year. He reminded members that new 
programmes and major new departures were dealt with by Senate in May, 
1982, so that what was now before Senate were the relatively less major, 
and in many cases, quite minor changes in the curriculum and programme 
structure of various departments. 


It was agreed that the curriculum change proposals in Arts and Science be 
considered Division by Division. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY DR. 
SINGER, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGE PROPOSALS IN 
DIVISION I, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-8-D4), BE APPROVED FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN 1983/84, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM 
UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-82-8-D5). 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting the Report from UCCC on the proposed 
changes in Division I, Faculty of Arts and Science, (document 
US-82-8-D5), explained that, with respect to the four new proposed 
Philosophy courses, (Philosophy C248, C249, C250, and C354), it was 
the feeling of the Committee that since the Department of Philosophy would 
be undergoing appraisal in the next round, only the first two courses should 
be approved at this time, and that the latter two should be offered under 
"slot" course numbers until such time as the appraisal has been carried out. 
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In response to a question concerning the performance requirement in the 
BA, Specialization in French/English Translation, it was pointed out that it 
was stated in the third paragraph on page 2, document US-82-8-D4, that a 
"C" or 65% was the grade level required for continuing in the programme. 
It was also explained that the grade level required applied only to the 
translation courses in the programme. 


It was wondered whether the proposed changes in English course 
descriptions resulted from the new competence in written expression 
requirement; whether a study had been completed on the cost of the testing; 
and whether the English Department was prepared to handle the influx of 
students that would result from, the testing. 


In response to the above, it was explained that the English course 
description changes were proposed last February and were approved by the 
Faculty Council in May, without reference to the test in competence in 
written expression. 


It was also noted that there would be other changes from the English 
Department which would be included in the additional curriculum changes 
in Arts and Science that would be presented at the October 29, 1982, Senate 
meeting, and the feeling was expressed that it might well be that by that 
time, we would have a much clearer idea of the kind of problems and 
concerns alluded to above. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Prof. Drysdale presented the curriculum change proposals in Division I, 
Faculty of Arts and Science, (document US-82-8-D4). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY DR. 
SINGER, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGE PROPOSALS IN 
DIVISION II, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-844), BE APPROVED FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN 1983/84, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-8-D5). 


Questions were raised and responded to, concerning proposed changes to 
the Recreation and Leisure Studies programme, which was currently under 
review; and transitional arrangements for students currently enrolled in the 
B.A. Major in Adult Education in light of the decision that no new students 
would be admitted to the programme, In response to a question concerning 
the possibility of resource sharing between Departments and Faculties, Dr. 
Daniel suggested and it was agreed that, given the general nature and 
complexity of the issue, consideration be postponed towards the end of the 
meeting, rather than to attempt to discuss it in the context of, curriculum 
changes in Division II. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
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Prof. Drysdale presented the curriculum change proposals in Division III, 
Faculty of Arts and Science, (document US-82-8-D4). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY DR. 
SINGER, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGE PROPOSALS IN 
DIVISION II, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-8-D4), BE APPROVED FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN 1983/84, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-8-D5). 


The discussion which followed centered on the proposed new course, 
Chemistry C-290, (Laboratory Automation and Data Handling), its intended 
clientele, and the equipment that would be needed, (section F.2.1.1., page 
14, document US-82-8-DS5). 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Prof. Drysdale presented the curriculum change proposals in Division IV, 
Faculty of Arts and Science, (document US-82-8-D4). The changes were 
associated with two units, Lonergan University College and the School of 
Community and Public Affairs, the most major of which were in Lonergan 
University College. He advised that he had no comments to add to those 
already contained in the UCCC Report, (document US-82-8-D5). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY DR. 
SINGER, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES PROPOSED IN 
DIVISION IV, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-8-D4), BE APPROVED FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN 1983/84, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-8-D5). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Other Business 


Senate proceeded to discuss a concern raised earlier with respect to resource 
sharing between Departments and Faculties. 


It was stated that in the short term, Concordia would probably see an 
increased enrolment, resulting in increased pressures on some Faculties and 
some Departments; that there would be a reduction in student accessibility to 
high demand programmes; and that there has been a change in the 
Government's funding formula, making it more feasible, or at least 
providing more incentive, to increase student enrolments at a time when two 
of Concordia's high demand Faculties, e.g., Commerce and 
Administration, and Engineering and Computer Science, have been 
reducing their enrolments. The concern being expressed was over the whole 
problem of coordination of resources, vis-a-vis curriculum planning. It was 
noted, as an example, that Psychology and Sociology programmes were 
much less in demand than programmes in Marketing and Management and it 
was wondered whether there was any way that Senate could begin to look at 


existing Faculty resources, where pressures were going to develop and to 
look at ways to better manage our resources. 


It was pointed out that over the past two or three years, the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration has systematically tried to mount 
programmes that are cross listed with, or provide services to, other 
Faculties. It was further stated that this was not enough and that Commerce 
itself, is the first to recognize the need for more collaboration between 
Faculties. Commerce has also suggested the possibility of professors from 
other departments and Faculties, teaching as guest professors in Commerce 
and Administration for periods ranging from six months to one and a half 
years, which would provide a cross fertilization of spirit and way of 
thinking. Those professors could then return to their original Faculty and 
teach these courses for the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


It was suggested that perhaps the Senate Committee on Academic 
Development was the appropriate body to look into the whole question of 
inter-Faculty resource coordination. 


IT WAS MOVED BY G. MURRAY, SECONDED BY 

F.GRIFFITHS, THAT WHEREAS THE GOAL OF RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION HAS TO HAVE THE TWIN GOALS OF QUALITY AND 
ACCESSIBLE EDUCATION; BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT UNDERTAKE A 
STUDY OF 1) THE PRESENT DISTRIBUTION OF FACILITIES AND 
HUMAN AND FINANCIAL RESOURCES AMONGST THE 
UNIVERSITY DEPARTMENTS; AND 2) THE METHODS THAT 
COULD BE UNDERTAKEN TO USE COURSE OFFERINGS, 
PROFESSORS, AND FACILITIES, TO MEET THE NEEDS OF 
DEPARTMENTS ACROSS THE UNIVERSITY. 


It was explained that the reason for the above motion was threefold. First, 
the planning of resources was now primarily short term and was done by a 
department or Faculty for that particular department or particular Faculty. 
The intention of the motion was to initiate an investigation into the 
possibility of, for example, the Sociology Department offering courses that 
could be used by the Marketing Department, if the latter Department was 
short of resources. Secondly, there is a vacuum of information regarding 
the existing distribution of resources in the University, when decision 
making bodies are about to pronounce upon priorities that will affect the 
distribution of these resources. Thirdly, this information was essential if we 
are to get away from balkanized planning and losing programmes through 
neglect rather than through poor allocation of money and people. 


It was argued that the problem was not really at the level of Senate and was 
far more basic than simply trying to set up a watch-dog committee or giving 
an existing committee the responsibility for this, i.e., the problem was far 
more complex and far more basic than what it might appear and could not be 
resolved by simply saying that it should be handled by a Senate committee. 


During the discussion, issues, comments, etc., were raised on the question 
of transfer of teaching personnel from one department to another or from 
one Faculty to another, and the problems associated with such transfers; 
whether the Senate Committee on Academic Development was the 
appropriate body to look into the problem; the question of human resources 
and the complexities and problems associated with that; the possibility of a 
department offering courses within that department, for students in other 
departments and other Faculties; the necessity of researching and gathering 
information on the existing distribution of resources in the University, 
particularly as it relates to priority decision making; and whether the motion 
was premature, in the sense that many of the issues being mentioned, would 
undoubtedly surface during the discussions that were supposed to be taking 
place now at Faculty Councils, and later at Senate, on the Fahey Report and 
the Mission Study Report, 1.e., it would be a lot easier to argue that we need 
a committee to tell us how to undertake particular human resource 
movements, once we know what the priorities of the University are. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that the proposal to refer this kind of 
question to the Senate Committee on Academic Development, was a 
reasonable one, because academic development was about the kind of things 
involved in that kind of situation. With respect to the matter of taking an 
inventory and making a survey to know with more precision where the 
problems were, he stated that there was no objection to that, although he 
pointed out that it was already tolerably obvious where the problems were. 
That is, it was already known, in broad measure, which Faculties were 
under more pressures than others, and the kind of survey being talked about 
was not going to turn up any surprises, but rather, it just might turn up 
more figures. The real question was what was going to be done about it, 
once that has been ascertained. He felt that what was involved in that kind 
of situation, was to determine what, in the next period, should be 
emphasized and what should be de-emphasized in University activity. He 
advised that this was not going to be the simple thing of saying that "V has 
become useless or that there was no demand for it and that therefore we will 
discontinue it. The problem of deciding what was to be de-emphasized, was 
that the things to be de-emphasized, taken by themselves, would be under 
their own kinds of pressures. The decision would either be that, granted that 
such and such was under pressure, but something else was under more 
pressure, and resources should be shifted in that direction. Or, the decision 
would be that even though something was extremely useful, something 
else, as a contribution to society, etc., was much more useful. It was not 
going to be a survey taken by the Senate Committee on Academic 
Development that would be the crucial factor, but rather, it would be 
discussions around the kinds of questions just mentioned, that would 
follow the results of the survey. In addition, those kinds of questions may 
also be discussed or evaded, in the discussions at Faculty Councils and 
Senate over the next weeks arising out of the two Reports. He stated that in 
his opinion these were important questions and it was time that the 
University decided, one way or the other, what things were in fact 
important. For example, if Senate was to simply pass a resolution to the 
effect that Commerce was more important than everything else, that would 
give some direction, which has essentially been lacking in the University, as 
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to where resources should go. While that in itself would not solve the 
practical problem of actually getting resources to where they should go, it 
would certainly put additional pressure on getting the problem solved. 
Finally, he advised that it was simply a matter of judgement as to whether it 
was more useful to send this kind of question to SCAD this month, or after 
the discussions on the Reports from the Committee on Priorities and 
Planning and the University Mission Study, have been completed. 


The mover of the motion advised that he was prepared to table the motion, 
on the understanding that the question would come up again, at the end of 
the discussion on the Fahey Report. 


THE MOTION WAS TABLED. 


Responding to a question concerning the October 29, 1982, deadline date 
for responses to the Reports from the Committee on Priority and Planning 
and the University Mission Study, Dr. O'Brien advised that at the moment 
that dead-line date remained unchanged, although he felt that inevitably it 
would be reconsidered... He stated that he has received requests from some 
Faculty Councils for additional time and that the Senate Steering Committee, 
at its next meeting, would reconsider the schedule for Senate debates on the 
matter. While he was not prepared, as of the moment, to change the 
deadline until after the Steering Committee meeting, he felt that basically 
what we should try to accomplish, was to provide enough time for the 
various groups involved to feel that they have had sufficient opportunity to 
discuss the documents, without extending the schedule almost indefinitely. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 3:50 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


